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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 09 June 
2005 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

1. Claims 1-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 

written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 

described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the 

relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of 

the claimed invention. 

Claim 1 recites, inter alia, an ADSL protocol cardbus interface. It is submitted 
that the applicant's invention is generally directed toward a network interface card that 
supports the ADSL communication protocol. In addition, the interface card comprises a 
CardBus interface; CardBus is known in the art as a digital computer bus 
communication protocol. However, there is no indication in the applicant's specification 
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that the CardBus interface somehow directly supports the ADSL protocol. In other 
words, there is no suggestion that the CardBus interface translates modulated ADSL 
signals into appropriate CardBus signals. In contrary, it appears that the DSP (110) 
provides, at least, intermediate translation between ADSL signals and CardBus signals. 
As such, it is submitted that the new limitation of "an ADSL protocol cardbus interface" 
constitutes new matter . Furthermore for the purposes of this action, it is assumed that 
"an ADSL protocol network interface card comprising," inter alia, "a cardbus interface is 
claimed." Support for this is clearly provided on page 3, lines 6-9, of the applicant's 
specification. 

Claims 2-6 depend on claim 1, and therefore, recite the same limitation. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-4 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Price (US 
Patent 6,393,110) in view of PCMCIA press release (16 September 1997) and further in view 
of Nelson et al. (US Patent 6,404,393). 

Claim 1 is limited to a network interface card. Price discloses a DSP (figure 3, 
element 376) connected to said CardBus interface to process a digital signal; a D/A 
converter (figure 3, element 372); a transmitter amplifier (figure 3, element 364) (figure 



Application/Control Number: 10/086,601 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2646 

4, element U1 ); a multi-level filter (figure 4, elements C12, C7, C16) connected to a D/A 
converter (figure 3, element 372); a protection circuit (figure 4, element U1 , see optical 
boundary) coupled to said transmitter amplifier (figure 4, element U1 ). Price discloses a 
terminal (figure 3, element 228) connected to the modem described above. These 
devices are interfaced by a data controller (figure 3, element 388); however, Price does 
not disclose the protocol for communication between the two devices. Price does 
mention that the terminal is a personal computer (column 4, lines 52-53), and that the 
modem is a PCMCIA card (column 5, lines 49-55). Therefore, Price anticipates all 
limitations of the claim with the exception of a CardBus interface for digital signal 
processing and controlling information transmission. 

A PCMCIA press release on 16 September 1997 discloses that CardBus is the 
new standard in PC-card peripherals. It benefits from greater speed than 16-bit PC- 
cards (PCMCIA press releases, pages 16-17) making it ideal for high-speed DSL It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
implement the PCMCIA card of Price using CardBus technology (i.e. CardBus interface) 
because CardBus is the industry standard and provides high-speed 32-bit access. 
Clearly, Price discloses connecting the modem of figure 3 to a telephone line (figure 3, 
element 230), however, there is no mention of how to connect the modem. Therefore, 
Price in view of the PCMCIA press release makes obvious all limitations of the claim 
with the exception of a phone jack connected to said protection circuit for plugging a 
transmission line to communicate to outside. 
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Nelson teaches a PCMCIA card that connects with a DSL line through an RJ-1 1 
connector (column 3, lines 44-55). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to connect the modem of Price using an RJ-1 1 jack 
as taught by Nelson for the purpose of enabling a modular interconnection with a 
personal computer and a network. 

With respect to the new limitation of an ADSL protocol cardbus interface, it was 
shown in the preceding section that this is directed to new subject matter, however, it is 
submitted that the network interface card claimed supports the ADSL protocol. Price is 
directed to an ADSL PCMCIA card as disclosed in column 5, lines 16-33. Therefore, 
Price in view of the PCMCIA press release and further in view of Nelson makes obvious 
all limitations of the claim. 

Claim 2 is limited to the network interface card of claim 7, as covered by Price in 
view of the PCMCIA press release and further in view of Nelson. Price discloses a line 
isolation facility (i.e. said protection circuit) (figure 3, element 362) that protects from 
lightning strikes (i.e. includes a current protector) (column 5, lines 30-45). Therefore, 
Price in view of the PCMCIA press release and further in view of Nelson makes obvious 
all limitations of the claim. 

Claim 3 is limited to the network interface card of claim 7, as covered by Price in 
view of the PCMCIA press release and further in view of Nelson. Price discloses a line 
isolation facility (i.e. said protection circuit) (figure 3, element 362) that protects from 
lightning strikes (i.e. includes a bias protector) (column 5, lines 30-45). Therefore, Price 
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in view of the PCMCIA press release and further in view of Nelson makes obvious all 
limitations of the claim. 

Claim 4 is limited to the network interface card of claim 7, as covered by Price in 
view of the PCMCIA press release and further in view of Nelson. Price discloses a line 
isolation facility (i.e. said protection circuit) (figure 3, element 362) that protects from 
lightning strikes (i.e. includes a lightning protector) (column 5, lines 30-45). Therefore, 
Price in view of the PCMCIA press release and further in view of Nelson makes obvious 
all limitations of the claim. 

Claim 6 is limited to the network interface card of claim 1, as covered by Price in 
view of the PCMCIA press release and further in view of Nelson. Price discloses three 
capacitors (i.e. a three-level filter) (figure 4, elements C12, C7, C16), which effectively 
block DC components from reaching the receive amp, and further the D/A converter. 
Therefore, Price in view of the PCMCIA press release and further in view of Nelson 
makes obvious all limitations of the claim. 

3. Claims 1 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Anne (US 
Patent 6,603,808) in view of the PCMCIA press release and further in view of Nelson. 
Claim 1 is limited to a network interface card. Anne discloses a DSP (figure 2, 

element 220); a D/A converter (figure 2, element DAC); a transmitter amplifier (figure 2, 

element 212); a multi-level filter (figure 2, elements 204, 200) connected to a D/A 

converter (figure 2, element 204); a protection circuit (figure 2, element 200) coupled to 

said transmitter amplifier (figure 2, element 212). Anne discloses a MAC interface 

(figure 2, element 224) connected to a personal computer (figure 1). These devices are 
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interfaced by a PCMCIA port (figure 1, element 132), however, Anne does not disclose 
the protocol for communication between the two devices. Therefore, Anne anticipates 
all limitations of the claim with the exception of a CardBus interface for digital signal 
processing and controlling information transmission. 

A PCMCIA press release on 16 September 1997 discloses that CardBus is the 
new standard in PC-card peripherals. It benefits from greater speed than 16-bit PC- 
cards (PCMCIA press releases, pages 16-17) making it ideal for high-speed DSL. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
implement the PCMCIA card of Anne using CardBus technology (i.e. CardBus interface) 
because CardBus is the industry standard and provides high-speed 32-bit access. 
Clearly, Anne discloses connecting the modem of figure 3 to a telephone line (figure 3, 
element 230), however, there is no mention of how to connect the modem. Therefore, 
Price in view of the PCMCIA press release makes obvious all limitations of the claim 
with the exception of a phone jack connected to said protection circuit for plugging a 
transmission line to communicate to outside. 

Nelson teaches a PCMCIA card that connects with a DSL line through an RJ-1 1 
connector (column 3, lines 44-55). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to connect the modem of Anne using an RJ-1 1 jack 
as taught by Nelson for the purpose of enabling a modular interconnection with a 
personal computer and a network. 

With respect to the new limitation of an ADSL protocol cardbus interface, it was 
shown in the preceding section that this is directed to new subject matter, however, it is 
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submitted that the network interface card claimed supports the ADSL protocol. Anne is 
directed to an ADSL PCMCIA card as disclosed in column 5, lines 22-41. Therefore, 
Anne in view of the PCMCIA press release and further in view of Nelson makes obvious 
all limitations of the claim. 

Claim 5 is limited to the network interface card of claim 1, as covered by Anne in 
view of the PCMCIA press release and further in view of Nelson. Anne discloses line- 
coupling magnetics (figure 2, element 200) wherein said protection circuit includes a 
high-voltage-to-low-voltage transformer (column 10, lines 55-65). Therefore, Anne in 
view of the PCMCIA press release and further in view of Nelson makes obvious all 
limitations of the claim. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 13 April 2005 in connection with the current RCE 
have been fully considered, but they are not persuasive. 

With respect to claim 1, the applicant alleges on pages 4 and 5 of the current 
response that claim 1, as currently amended, is distinguished over Price or Anne in view 
of the PCMCIA press release; the examiner respectfully disagrees. As a first matter, 
the applicant's specification does not provide any support for "an ADSL protocol 
cardbus interface." Rather, an ADSL network interface card with a cardbus interface is 
provided. As such, the amendment is new matter. 

Furthermore, assuming arguendo that claim 1 recited an ADSL protocol network 
interface card, it is noted that both Price and Anne provide ADSL network interface 
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cards. See Price column 5, lines 16-33, and Anne column 5, lines 22-41. This renders 
the applicant's allegation that neither Price nor Anne is even capable of providing ADSL 
service moot. 

The applicant's allegation concerning the unexpected results of the invention 
appears baseless. The PCMCIA press release clearly covers the topics of high-speed 
cardbus communication and its applications towards Internet access and mobile 
computing. Furthermore, the sizing issue is also clearly addressed. In particular, under 
the heading "CardBus Defined," the PCMCIA press release states that, "this design 
provides for a compact, rugged card that can be inserted completely within its host 
computer without having any external cabling." 

In addition, the motivation to combine either Price or Anne with the teachings of 
the PCMCIA press release have been clearly provided in the previous Office Action. In 
particular, the press release states that the CardBus standard "operates four- to six- 
times faster than 16-bit PC cards." This clearly reduces bandwidth limitations providing 
"[h]igher speed LAN access, video processing and Internet access." See page 17. 

Finally, the applicant's allegation that CardBus has not been implemented by the 
network industry appears to be merely an opinion as it is not supported by any 
evidence. Therefore, as all of the arguments treated supra have been shown to be 
either moot or unpersuasive, the rejection of claim 1 is maintained. 

With respect to claims 2-6, the applicant alleges on page 5 of the current 
response that these claims are patentable for at least the same reasons treated above. 
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However, as all these arguments have been shown to be either moot or unpersuasive, 
the rejections of claims 2-6 are maintained. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Walter F. Briney III whose telephone number is 571- 
272-7513. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8am - 4:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Sinh Tran can be reached on 571-272-7564. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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